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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR L114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 9/24/2004 has been entered. 

Response to Amendment 

2. Claims 1-23 as amended are still in consideration for this application. 

3. Examiner does not withdraw the obviousness rejection to Chauh in view of Guerin for 

Office action filed 04/26/04. In addressing applicant's arguments in the response filed 

9/24/2004, applicant appears to argue the following limitation: 

"an encapsulating unit for encapsulating the classified specified data packet defined as a 
QoS Guarantee target on the basis of address of QoS Guaranteeing apparatuses existing 
on the sides opposite to each other in a QoS target area in an IP packet switching 
network so that a set of the traffic appear as if being one session 

In particular, what appears to be at issue is the term classified with respect to encapsulation. The 

limitation at issue is taught e.g., in Section 3.1 of Guerin (see rejection below). 

Examiner is unclear on what applicant is attempting to argue in applicant's remarks. As 

such, the examiner has broken up the previous rejection into two rejections, one from a gateway 

source perspective and another from a gateway destination perspective. The examiner has also 

rewritten the original rejection to clarify the examiner's position. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-17, 19, 22 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over US Patent No. 6,5 1 9,254 to Chauh et al ("Chauh") in view of "Aggregating RS VP-based 
QoS Requests' 9 to Guerin et al ("Guerin"). 

As to claim 1, Chauh discloses QoS tunnel aggregation from both a source and a 
destination (or receiver) perspective. Specifically, note that column 3, lines 23-57 is in 
relation to a source gateway perspective. Guerin teaches QoS tunnel aggregation from a 
source gateway perspective. (The rejection below is based on a QoS tunnel aggregation 
from a source perspective.) As such, with respect to figure 2, Chauh draws a correlation 
between a first guaranteeing apparatus 20 to TSP and a second guaranteeing apparatus 30 
to TDP. Note that although figure 2 shows encapsulating the RSVP control message, 
Chauh also discloses encapsulating the data messages using an IP message, see e.g., 
column 3, lines 22-53. Thus the TSP contains an encapsulation unit and the TDP 
contains a de-encapsulation unit. Since Chauh teaches RSVP, a resource reservation unit 
for reserving resources in accordance with the QoS guarantee protocol with respect to the 
set of encapsulated specified data packets is also taught. 

What may not be clear from the Chauh reference is a distinguishing unit for 
classifying as target traffics specified data packets and then an encapsulation unit for 
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encapsulating the classified specified data packets defined as a QoS guarantee target on 
the basis of addresses of QoS guaranteeing apparatuses existing on the sides opposite to 
each other in a QoS guaranteeing apparatus. In particular, Chauh teaches IP-in-UDP 
encapsulation. Thus Chauh teaches encapsulation, however, it may not be clear from 
Chauh that classification if further taught with respect to encapsulation. However, Guerin 
teaches classifying packets as mentioned in Section 3 starting on page 4. As such, one 
method of data path aggregation is to classify packets using the source and destination 
addresses and ports as taught in Section 3.0. However, the above method may not be 
optimal such that another method might be tunnel based aggregation which classifies 
packets as a single entry as taught in section 3.1. Using this method the destination of the 
TDP is used as the destination address which teaches the further limitation encapsulation 
unit for encapsulating the classified specified data packets defined as a QoS guarantee 
target on the basis of addresses of QoS guaranteeing apparatuses existing on the sides 
opposite to each other in a QoS guaranteeing apparatus. Both of the above methods read 
on the claims. Thus examiner notes that it would have been obvious to one skilled in the 
art to further include the limitations of a distinguishing unit for classifying as target 
traffics specified data packets and then an encapsulation unit for encapsulating the 
classified specified data packets defined as a QoS guarantee target on the basis of 
addresses of QoS guaranteeing apparatuses existing on the sides opposite to each other in 
a QoS guaranteeing apparatus. In particular, one skilled in the art would have been 
motivated to combine the references and teachings for the purpose of tunnel aggregation. 
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As such, Guerin teaches the above motivation e.g., in sections 3 and 3.1. Examiner notes 
a reasonable expectation of success since Chauh incorporates Guerin. 
As to claims 2-3, see the rejection for claim 1. 

As to claim 4, both references use the RSVP protocol (e.g., see Chauh column 3, 
lines 23-24). 

As to claims 5 and 6, see figure 2 of Chauh. 

As to claims 7-17, Chauh discloses distinguishing traffic based on IP and UDP 
port numbers (see column 3, lines 22-54). Examiner notes that it would have been 
obvious to someone skilled in the art to also use other identifiers as well such as 
destination and source addresses (i.e., pairs of addresses). As support and motivation, 
Guerin discloses such techniques (see Section 3 from pages 5-7). 
As to claim 19, see column 5, lines 42-60 of Chauh. 
As to claims 22-23, see figure 3 of Chauh. Examiner notes a reasonable but 
broad interpretation of "functions" (see column 3, lines 24-65; column 4, lines 1-38). 
6. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US Patent No. 
6,519,254 to Chauh et al {"Chauh") in view of "Aggregating RSVP-based QoS Requests" to 
Guerin et al. ({'Guerin") and in further view of U.S. Patent No. 6,091,709 to Harrison et al. 
("Harrison"). 

As to claim 18, both Chauhi and Guerin are silent or deficient to transmitting 
dummy packets in order to maintain a level of QoS. However, the examiner notes that it 
would have been obvious to someone skilled in the art prior to applicant's invention to 
use dummy packets in order to preserve QoS. As support and motivation, Harrison 
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discloses using dummy packets in order to preserve QoS such as for RSVP (e.g., see 
column 4, lines 56-67). Thus Harrison cures the deficiency by using dummy packet in 
order to maintain a level of QoS as is known in the art. 

7. Claims 20-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US Patent 
No. 6,519,254 to Chauh et al ("Chauh") in view of "Aggregating RS VP-based QoS Requests" 
to Guerin et al ("Guerin") and in further view of "Stage Refresh Timers for RSVP" to Pan et al 
("Pan"). 

As to claims 20-21, both Chauhi and Guerin are silent or deficient to using 
refresh timers. However, the examiner notes that it would have been obvious to someone 
skilled in the art prior to applicant's invention to use refresh timers. As support and 
motivation, Pan cures the deficiency by disclosing refresh timers for RSVP (e.g., see 
Abstract). Examiner also notes a broad but reasonable interpretation of "schedule timer". 

8. Claims 1-17, 19, 22 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over US Patent No. 6,519,254 to Chauh etaL ("Chauh") in view of "RFC 2002 - Resource 
Reservation Protocol (RSVP) - Version 1 Functional Specification" to Branden et al 
("Branden"). 

As to claim 1, Chauh discloses QoS tunnel aggregation from both a source and a 
destination (or receiver) perspective. Specifically, note that column 3, lines 58-65 is in 
relation to a destination or receiver gateway perspective. RFC 2002 further teaches RSVP 
from a receiver perspective as is known in the art. (The rejection below is based on a 
QoS tunnel aggregation from a receiver perspective.) As such, with respect to figure 4, 
Chauh draws a correlation between a first guaranteeing apparatus 20 to TSP and a second 
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guaranteeing apparatus 30 to TDP. Note that although figure 4 shows encapsulating the 
RSVP control message, Chauh also discloses encapsulating the data messages using an 
IP message, see e.g., column 5, lines 35-41. Thus the TSP contains an encapsulation unit 
and the TDP contains a de-encapsulation unit. Since Chauh teaches RSVP, a resource 
reservation unit for reserving resources in accordance with the QoS guarantee protocol 
with respect to the set of encapsulated specified data packets is also taught. For further 
clarification on the process of Chauh see claim 1 of the patent. 

What may not be clear from the Chauh reference is a distinguishing unit for 
classifying as target traffics specified data packets and then an encapsulation unit for 
encapsulating the classified specified data packets defined as a QoS guarantee target on 
the basis of addresses of QoS guaranteeing apparatuses existing on the sides opposite to 
each other in a QoS guaranteeing apparatus. Examiner notes that the references in 
combination teach the above limitation. In particular, Chauh explicitly teaches classifying 
packets at least at the TDP, see e.g., column 7, lines 13-17. However, examiner also 
notes that Chauh implicitly teaches classifying packets at the TSP since in order to 
perform encapsulation, packets must be matched with the appropriate IP/UDP binding, 
see e.g., column 5, lines 36-41. In addition, packets are also marked for discard as well. 
Thus packets are classified which is further dependent on encapsulation. However, 
assuming the implicit assumption is not clear, examiner also notes the following 
obviousness rejection as well. In particular, examiner notes that it would have been 
obvious to one skilled in the art prior to applicant's invention to further include 
performing packet classification at the TSP (i.e., ingress router). In particular, Branden 
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teaches the above limitation at e.g., figure 1 (which is applicant's same figure 4). 
Specifically, Branden teaches that packet classification is performed at the router for the 
purpose of RSVP and packet scheduling. Thus Branden teaches the proposed 
modification where the motivation is to classify packets to use RSVP and for packet 
scheduling. As both references use a receiver-based method, examiner also notes a high 
reasonable expectation level of success. 

As to claims 2-3, see the rejection for claim 1. 

As to claim 4, both references use the RSVP protocol (e.g., see Chauh column 3, 
lines 23-24). 

As to claims 5 and 6, see figure 4 of Chauh. 

As to claims 7-17, Chauh discloses distinguishing traffic based on IP and UDP 
port numbers (see column 5, lines 36-41). Examiner notes that it would have been 
obvious to someone skilled in the art to also use other identifiers as well such as 
destination and source addresses (i.e., pairs of addresses). As support and motivation, 
Guerin discloses such techniques (see Section 3 from pages 5-7). 
As to claim 19, see column 5, lines 42-60 of Chauh. 
As to claims 22-23, see figure 3 of Chauh. Examiner notes a reasonable but 
broad interpretation of "functions" (see column 3, lines 24-65; column 4, lines 1-38). 
9. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US Patent No. 
6,519,254 to Chauh et al (" Chauh") in view of "RFC 2002 - Resource Reservation Protocol 
(RSVP) - Version 1 Functional Specification" to Branden et al. (^Branden") and in further view 
of U.S. Patent No. 6,091,709 to Harrison et al. {"Harrison"). 
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As to claim 18, both Chauhi and Guerin are silent or deficient to transmitting 
dummy packets in order to maintain a level of QoS. However, the examiner notes that it 
would have been obvious to someone skilled in the art prior to applicant's invention to 
use dummy packets in order to preserve QoS. As support and motivation, Harrison 
discloses using dummy packets in order to preserve QoS such as for RSVP (e.g., see 
column 4, lines 56-67). Thus Harrison cures the deficiency by using dummy packet in 
order to maintain a level of QoS as is known in the art. 
10. Claims 20-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US Patent 
No. 6,519,254 to Chauh et al ("Chauh") in view of "RFC 2002 - Resource Reservation Protocol 
(RSVP) - Version 1 Functional Specification" to Branden et al ("Branden") and in further view 
of "Stage Refresh Timers for RSVP" to Pan et al ("Pan"). 

As to claims 20-21, both Chauhi and Guerin are silent or deficient to using 
refresh timers. However, the examiner notes that it would have been obvious to someone 
skilled in the art prior to applicant's invention to use refresh timers. As support and 
motivation, Pan cures the deficiency by disclosing refresh timers for RSVP (e.g., see 
Abstract). Examiner also notes a broad but reasonable interpretation of "schedule timer". 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Derrick W. Ferris whose telephone number is (571) 272-3123. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9 A.M. - 4:30 P.M. E.S.T. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chau Nguyen can be reached on (571) 272-3126. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Derrick W. Ferris 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2663 
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